dividuals and groups in environmental decision making, have been better able to protect their environments than authoritarian or postcolonial states. To develop this argument, Josephson explores major themes in environmental history: the largely utilitarian Enlightenment worldview that cast nature as a tool for human use, the industrial thinking that cast nature in the role of machine, and the impact of large-scale versus small-scale technical projects on the environment. Josephson's analysis is in fact more critical than this argument might suggest. He critiques all states unapologetically for the prevailing environmental problems of contemporary society, and later in the book he offers a prescriptive suggestion about the possibilities of appropriate technologies for relieving those ills.
The existence of an overarching argument notwithstanding, this book does not present original research but offers a broad introduction to some key questions in environmental studies. For the scholarly community familiar with these issues, it will be useful primarily in introductory classes, where students will benefit from a plethora of examples drawn from around the world. Indeed, reading the book can be a dizzying experience, as Josephson whisks the reader from example to example to defend his larger point. While no case is explored in great depth, that isn't necessarily an indictment, given the aims of the book. Josephson says that he means this essay to be the starting point for discussion and that he aims to provoke thought and response. While his own feelings about the importance of environmental protection are clear, he manages to avoid pure polemic by providing evidence and discussion for both his own arguments and the major opposing views.
The book is not without problems. Josephson's description of states as either democratic, authoritarian, or postcolonial suffers from the problem that, in reality, these categories are not mutually exclusive. Josephson justifies his choice by claiming that postcolonial states are by and large "weak" states-that is, less able to exert significant authority within society at large and troubled by internal corruption that makes them largely ineffective. It is problematic to assume that postcolonial states are inevitably weak, and vice versa. Is India, with its feisty democracy, really so easily pigeonholed? Does not Russia in many respects resemble a weak state, despite the fact that Russia was never colonized? Surely many democratic states suffer from internal corruption that affects environmental decisions. More seriously, it may be that when a state is weak focusing on the state does not offer the best insight into environmental outcomes. "Big picture" studies often have this kind of problem, and students and other readers ought to consider the difficulties of Josephson's categorizations, given their significance for his overall argument.
On the plus side, the book offers solid opportunities for teaching. It introduces a broad range of issues that allow instructors to choose topics they can pursue more deeply. It gives introductory students an object lesson in the use of evidence in persuasive writing. Students who disagree with Josephson's conclusions will need to engage their own critical skills to grapple with the avalanche of evidence and learn how to evaluate or counter it. The biggest disadvantage of this book for the classroom is the shamefully inadequate scholarly apparatus. Harvard University Press has included no bibliography, and there are fewer endnotes than I would have liked. A "big argument" book can introduce students to ways of thinking that are more rigorous than the "anyone's opinion goes" attitude of the popular press, but it cannot do so if students have no way to trace the evidence themselves. At the very least, the book needs a list of suggested readings for each chapter. It is possible, of course, that Harvard hopes to enter the popular market with this book and doesn't want to scare readers off with notes. That reasoning is simply condescending. Readers may want to dig deeper, and a university press especially should encourage and enable them to do so. The similarities and differences in the base sequences of human genomes are both of great interest. We can scan the former in search of what it is that makes us distinctively human and the latter for insignia of uniqueness, whether of individuals or of groups. But the two projects that best symbolize these alternatives have had very different outcomes. Whereas the vastly expensive Human Genome Project is generally reckoned a success and its draft map of a consensual genome is a celebrated scientific achievement, the Human Genome Diversity Project (HGDP) never got properly under way. That efforts to study what ostensibly unites us currently generate more interest and support than those that address our differences is unlikely to come as a surprise given the current social and political context. But, as Jenny Reardon points out in her history of the HGDP, this was a study of diversity and difference that was itself inspired by the urge to unite and heal division, and its failure cannot be accounted for by formulaic explanations. Reardon analyzed relevant historical documents, interviewed many of those involved, and engaged in ethnographic research in order to follow the project, and the controversies surrounding it, through the decade following its initial proposal in 1991. And she supplements the resulting narrative with a historical overview of the continuing controversies on racial and population differences that preceded it. The need for the historical backdrop soon becomes apparent, as the initial proposals for the HGDP are described. They express the longstanding concerns of population geneticists with the evolutionary history of the human species and their consequent interest in interbreeding groups, populations, or races. And there is a plea for urgent action lest some of the crucial indigenous populations should vanish. It is history, of course, and especially the political and cultural history of the United States set out by Reardon, that makes this collection of ingredients a potentially explosive one. Explode it duly did, at least in the guise of rhetoric, as the HGDP was disowned as the "Vampire Project" and its proponents cast as exploitative, racist, and careless of the rights and dignity of indigenous peoples.
Most of what follows concerns the subsequent controversies and the debates and confrontations between defenders and critics of the project. Two kinds of conflict, both interesting, are extensively discussed: altercations with those speaking in the name of indigenous peoples and tensions between different kinds of expert. Reardon's description of the exchanges between anthropologists and geneticists, and those between physical and cultural anthropologists, will particularly intrigue anyone with interests in bureaucratic politics or the sociology of the professions. But her own aim throughout is to show how scientists' lack of understanding of its ineliminable political and moral dimensions undermined their efforts to advance the project. And indeed there is much in her material to support this analysis, although it also prompts the thought that there may remain objections to the enterprise that no amount of well-informed and sensitive engagement will (or should) neutralize.
Although Race to the Finish is a valuable and impressive first book, it is not without some significant flaws, largely related to the theoretical framework it employs. Reardon treats natural order not as an independent domain of objects or phenomena but as something "co-produced" along with social and moral order by human beings themselves. One problem here is that the technical side of this book is very thin indeed, so that, while it stands well as a conventional historical study of the moral and political conflicts that spelled the demise of the HGDP, it is less satisfactory when judged in its own frame. And this frame is no mere decoration: Reardon herself not only emphasizes its importance to her history but recommends it to scientists as well. It was the misfortune of the HGDP scientists that they held an "Enlightenment" view of science, when for the project to have secured the inclusive consensus needed to sustain it "a different framework would have been required" (p. 159)-namely, the "co-production" framework. We are offered here an intriguing version of "Enlightenment" or "whig"' history, wherein scientific experts are the tribe whose project fails owing to their ignorance and lack of understanding. Widespread though it is today, however, this version of whiggism is no more satisfactory than more familiar forms, and its assumption that inclusiveness and consensus are the prerequisites of support and success is suspect empirically. Dorothy Nelkin famously concluded that the more experts are drawn into controversies the more intense the controversies are liable to become, and there is evidence that this may also occur when other groups are enrolled. And neither Reardon's own material nor accounts of the main Human Genome Project, which surged ahead despite significant scientific criticism, are inconsistent with this conclusion. Indeed, reading this material in Britain-where the Government has agonized interminably about smallbeer projects involving genetically modified organisms and expended substantial sums to encourage inclusive debate on the issues, yet has ignored fierce opposition to its rapid and deeply divisive decision to support an invasion of Iraq-it is tempting to suggest that rose-tinted spectacles have colored its interpretation a little and that empirical curiosity needs to be given freer reign when seeking to understand how technical projects of this kind have actually secured support.
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